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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The amendment received on 12/10/2007 has been considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which said subject matter pertains. PatentabiUty shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-6, 8-15, 18-22, and 24-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
unpatentable over Sparks II (US 6,352,479) in view Hull et al US 2005/0171955). 

Re claims 1 and 40: Sparks II teaches a method for matching users over a network in an 
online/ WWW gaming environment, the method comprising steps of entering a user into a first 
online game / previous initial visit (see col.5, lines 19-21); determining a play style parameter of 
a requesting user based on the at least one response, and connecting the requesting user to a 
second / subsequent online game based at least in part on the determined play style parameter 
wherein the connecting is based at least in part on a collaborative filtering method; wherein the 
user is the requesting user (see Figs. 6A and 6B; col.5, lines 5-25 and col.6, lines 23-33). 

However, Sparks II does not explicitly teach receiving at least one response to at least 
one query about the first online game experience following completion of the first online game. 
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Hull et al teaches teach receiving at least one response / feedback to at least one query 
about the first online game experience following completion of the first online game (see 
par. [0041]. 

Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the response/feedback of Hull et al into the teaching of Sparks 11. One 
would be motivated to do this so as to track the characteristics and behavior of each player in the 
online gaming network so as to provide a means for matching based on the feedback fi-om the 
players of the game. 

Re claims 2-5: Sparks II teaches the method of matching users, wherein the determining 
step (106, 108) comprises the steps of receiving a profile of the requesting user, and identifying 
the play style parameter of the requesting user in the profile, (see Fig. 5A; col.5, lines 5-8); 
wherein the connecting steps includes the step (306) of determining whether the determined 
play style parameter matches a play style parameter requirement for the second / subsequent 
online game, (see Fig. IIA; col.6, lines 21-31); further comprising the steps (1 14) of providing 
a list of online games with a play style parameter requirement that matches the determined play 
style parameter of the requesting user, and receiving a selection signal (116) representative of 
the second online game from the list of online games (see Figs. 5A and 5B; col.5, lines 26-39); 
wherein the determining step comprises the steps of providing a list of play style parameters, 
and receiving a selection signal representative of the play style parameter from the list of play 
style parameters (see col.3, lines 56-63; col.8, lines 24-31). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/788,408 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3714 

Re claim 6: Sparks II teaches the method of matching users, further comprising the steps 
of receiving a request to initiate a matchmaking service for the requesting user, receiving 
identification data of the requesting user, and retrieving a profile of the requesting user (see Fig. 
12; col.8, lines 39-51). 

Re claim 8: Sparks II teaches the method of matching users, fiirther comprising the steps 
(202, 204, 208) of determining whether a profile / user name exists for the requesting user, and 
loading the existing profile of the requesting user (see Fig.6A; col.5, lines 56-67; col.6, lines 1- 
3). 

Re claim 9: Sparks II teaches the method of matching users, further comprising the steps 
(1 12) of determining whether to create a new profile / new preference of the requesting user, and 
creating the new profile of the requesting user (see Fig.5A; col.5, lines 20-25). 

Re claim 10: Sparks II teaches the method further, comprising the steps (112) of 
receiving at least one parameter for the requesting user, and storing the at least one parameter in 
the new profile (see Fig.5A; col.5, lines 22-25). 

Re claim 1 1 : Sparks II teaches the method wherein the at least one parameter includes the 
play style parameter of the requesting user (see col.5, lines 22-23). 
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Re claim 12: Sparks II teaches the method of matching users, further comprising the steps 
of receiving a request to host the second online game, receiving at least one parameter 
requirement for the second online I WWW game, the at least one parameter requirement includes 
a play style parameter requirement, and determining whether the play style parameter of the 
requesting user matches the at least one parameter requirement for the second online game.(see 
Figs. 6A and 6B; col.5, lines 5-25). 

Re claim 13: Sparks II teaches the method of matching users, further comprising steps 
(210) of determining whether a profile of the requesting user is to be modified, and modifying 
the profile of the requesting user (see Fig.6A; col.6, lines 3-17). 

Re claim 14: Sparks II teaches the method further, wherein the step of determining 
whether the profile of the requesting user is to be modified includes a step of receiving data from 
a collaborative filtering/ correlation process (see Fig.5A; col.6, lines 12-16). 

Re claim 18: Sparks II teaches a matchmaking system for matching users over a network 
in an online gaming environment, the matchmaking system comprising a matchmaking server 
(12) configured to connect a user to a first online game / previous initial visit, to determine a play 
style parameter of a requesting used based on the at least one response, and to connect the 
requesting user to a second a online game based at least in part upon the determined play style 
parameter of the requesting user and on a collaborative filtering method (see col.5, lines 19-21 
and col.6, lines 23-33); a database configured to store a profile of the requesting user, the profile 
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including the play style parameter of the requesting user (see Fig.4; col.4, lines 18-25; col.5, 
lines 26-39). 

However, Sparks II does not explicitly teach receiving at least one response to at least 
one query about the first online game experience following completion of the first online game. 

Hull et al teaches teach receiving at least one response / feedback to at least one query 
about the first online game experience following completion of the first online game (see 
par. [0041]. 

Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the response/feedback of Hull et al into the teaching of Sparks II. One 
would be motivated to do this so as to track the characteristics and behavior of each player in the 
online gaming network so as to provide a means for matching based on the feedback from the 
players of the game. 

Re claim 20: Sparks II teaches the matchmaking system, fiirther comprising a computer 
(20) configured to process data based upon a collaborative filtering/ correlation process (see Fig. 
2; col.6, lines 23-31). 



Re claim 21 : Sparks II teaches the matching system wherein the matchmaking server (12) 
includes the computer (20) (see Fig. 2; col.3, lines 14-18). 
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Re claim 22: Sparks teaches the matching system wherein the computer (20) is further 
configured to modify the profile of the requesting user responsive to processed data (see Fig. 2; 
col.6, lines 1-17). 

Re claim 24: Sparks II teaches the matching system wherein the play style parameter 
comprises one of technical capability and general skill level (see col.8, lines 41-56). 

Re claim 25: Sparks II teaches the matching system wherein the play style parameter of 
the requesting user is associated with a particular online game (see Fig. IIA and IIB; col.6, 
lines 18-33). 

Re claim 26: Sparks II teaches a method for matching a first player with a second player 
over a network in an online gaming environment, the method comprising steps of entering a user 
into a first online game / previous initial visit (see col.5, lines 19-21); storing the at least one 
response in a database; receiving a request to initiate a matchmaking service for the first player; 
receiving identification data of the first player; retrieving a profile of the first player; determining 
a play style parameter of the first player based on the at least one response; applying the 
collaborative filtering method, and connecting the first player and the second players to a second 
online game based at least in part on the determined play style parameter (see Fig. IIA and IIB; 
col.4, lines 18-25; col.6, lines 23-33). 

However, Sparks II does not explicitly teach receiving at least one response to at least 
one query about the first online game experience following completion of the first online game. 
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Hull et al teaches teach receiving at least one response / feedback to at least one query 
about the first online game experience following completion of the first online game (see 
par. [0041]. 

Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the response/feedback of Hull et al into the teaching of Sparks 11. One 
would be motivated to do this so as to track the characteristics and behavior of each player in the 
online gaming network so as to provide a means for matching based on the feedback fi-om the 
players of the game. 

Re claims 27 and 28: Sparks II teaches the method for matching, wherein the step (318) 
of determining includes the step of determining a likelihood of whether the second player is a 
good match for the first player; wherein the step (318) of determining further includes the step of 
determining a likelihood of whether the first player is a good match for the second player (see 
Fig. IIB; col.7, lines 21-24). 

Re claim 33: Sparks II teaches the method, wherein the step of determining / matching 
operation is based at least in part upon a play style parameter of the second player / other users 
(see col.6, lines 23-31). 

Re claims 34 and 35: Sparks II teaches the method, wherein the step of determining is 
based at least in part upon data representative of a previous response of the second player / user. 
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wherein the step of determining is based at least in part upon data representative of a previous 
response of a third player / user (see col.6, lines 58-60). 

Re claim 36: Sparks II teaches the method, wherein the previous response is an 
evaluation of the second player (see Fig. 6A; col. 7, lines 21-28). 

Re claim 37: Sparks II teaches the method, wherein the previous response is an 
evaluation of the second online /WWW game (see Fig. 6A; col.5, lines 17-25). 

Re claim 38: Sparks II teaches the method wherein the step of determining is based upon 
an evaluation of the first player / determining a skill level of the game player made by others / 
network server following a previous online / network game (see col.8, lines 45-51). 

4. Claims 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kume 
(US 6,203,433) in view of Sparks II (US 6,352,479) and Hull et al US 2005/0171955). 

Re claim 16: Kume teaches a computer readable medium (11) having computer 
executable instructions for matching users over a network in an online gaming environment, the 
method comprising steps of determining a play style parameter of a requesting user, and 
connecting the requesting user to an online / network game based at least in part on the 
determined play style parameter (see Fig. 1; col.2, lines 15-26; col.4, lines 41- 48). 

However, Kume fails to teach entering a user into a first online game / previous initial 
visit; receiving at least one response to at least one query about the first online game experience 
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following completion of the first online game (see col.5, lines 19-21); determining a play style 
parameter of a requesting user based on the at least one response, and connecting the requesting 
user to a second / subsequent online game based at least in part on the determined play style 
parameter wherein the connecting is based at least in part on a collaborative filtering method. 

Sparks II teaches entering a user into a first online game / previous initial visit (see col.5, 
lines 19-21); determining a play style parameter of a requesting user based on the at least one 
response, and connecting the requesting user to a second / subsequent online game based at least 
in part on the determined play style parameter wherein the connecting is based at least in part on 
a collaborative filtering method (see Figs. 6A and 6B; col.5, lines 5-25 and col.6, lines 23-33). 

Hull et al teaches teach receiving at least one response / feedback to at least one query 
about the first online game experience following completion of the first online game (see 
par. [0041]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the inventions of Kume, Spars II, and Hull et al and include a 

method of connecting a requesting user to an online game based at least in part on a collaborative 
filtering method, since collaborative filtering methods help to reduce the information overload 
that the person may encounter in a matchmaking environment system by employing the 
evaluation of individual players of the game thereby providing enjoyment and game satisfaction 
to the requesting user by providing a game based on the evaluation of that user. One would be 
motivated to do this so as to track the characteristics and behavior of each player in the online 
gaming network so as to provide a means for matching based on the feedback from the players of 
the game. 
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Re claim 17: Kume teaches the computer readable medium (11), the method further 
comprising steps of receiving a request to host the second online / network game, receiving at 
least one parameter requirement for the second online game, the at least one parameter 
requirement includes a play style parameter requirement, and determining whether the play style 
parameter of the requesting user matches the at least one parameter requirement for the second 
online / network game (see Fig. 1; col.4, lines 46-67). 

5. Claims 7 and 23 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sparks 11 
(US 6,352,479) in view of Hull et al US 2005/0171955 and further in view of Shaw et al (US 
2002/0083179). The teachings of Sparks and Hull et al have been discussed above. 

Re claims 7 and 23: Sparks II teaches the system and method for matching users over a 
network in an online gaming environment. 

However, Sparks 11 fails to teach the system and method of matching wherein the play 
style parameter comprises one of a competitive parameter, a profanity parameter, a trash talking 
parameter, an aggressiveness parameter, playing likeability, and enacting the role. 

Shaw et al teaches this matching making system and method, wherein the play style 
parameter comprises one of a competitive parameter, a profanity parameter, a trash talking 
parameter, and an aggressiveness parameter / aggressiveness behavior (see Fig.l; page 2, 
par.[0015]). 

Therefore in view of Shaw et al, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to replace the matching method of Sparks with Shaw 
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et al's matching method so that users of the online gaming environment can play games with 
other players of the same behavior or parameter in real-time according to the collected behavior 
and parameter to make applications behave in a customized manner to enhance the user's 
experience. 

6. Claims 39,41, and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sparks II (US 6,352,479) in view of Hull et al US 2005/0171955 and further in view of Fuller et 
al (US 6,216,1 12). The teachings of Sparks and Hull et al have been discussed above. 

Re claims 39,41, and 42: Sparks 11 teaches the system and method for matching users 
over a network in an online multi-player gaming environment. 

However, Sparks II fails to explicitly teach wherein the at least one query includes a 
question as to whether the user enjoyed playing the at least one other player in the first online 
game. 

Fuller et al teaches asking a question such as what color automobiles do the user prefer 
(see col.15, lines 38-41). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the question of Fuller et al into the multi-player online game of Sparks 
11. One would be motivated to this so as to have a network gaming system with surveys and 
questions asked upon conclusion of the game so has to get a response needed in matchmaking 
players and users in the gaming environment. Although Fuller doesn't explicitly ask the 
question if the user enjoyed the game, it is well know in the art that any form of question or 
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questions could be asked during a survey at the end of a game; therefore asking if the user 
enjoyed the game is simply a design choice. 

Response to Arguments 

1 Applicant's arguments filed 12/10/2007 have been fully considered but are moot in view 
of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so 
long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 
170 USPQ209 (CCPA 1971). The examiner points out and notes that both Sparks et al and 
Fuller et al references teach internet networking for software distribution/sharing based on user 
characteristics. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Heller et al discloses automatic feedback and player denial; Shteyn et al discloses 
online gaming spectator; Edelson discloses a turn-based sfrategy game. 
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9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Adetokunbo O. Torimiro whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1345. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (Sam - 4pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Pezzuto can be reached on (571) 272-6996. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

/A. 0. 1.1 

Examiner, Art Unit 3714 



/Robert E Pezzuto/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3714 



